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£3 PREVIOUS STIPULATION REJECTED
, (Respondent) ....Nots: All information required by this form and any additional information which cannot be
provided In the space provided, must be aet forth In an attachment to this stipulation under specific
headings, a.g., "Facts," "Dismissals," "Conclusions of Law," "Supporting Authority," etc.

A. Parties’ Acknowledgments:

(1) Respondent is a member of the State Bar of California. admitted April 3, 1995.

(2) The oarties agree to be bound by the factual stipulalions contained herein even if conclusions of law or
disposition are rejected ot changea by the Supreme Court.

(3) All investigations or proceedings listed by case number in the caption of this stipulation are entirely resolved by
this stipulation and are deemed consolidated. Dismissed charge(s)/count(s) are listed under "Dismissals." The
stipulation consists of pages, not including the order.

(4) A statement of acts or omissions acknowledged by Respondent as cause or causes for discipline is included
under "Facts."

(5) Conclusions of law, drawn from and specifically referring to the facts are also included under "Conclusions of
law".

(6) The parties must include supporting authority for the recommended level of discipline under the heading
"Supporting Authority."

(7) No more than 30 days prior to the filing of this etioulation, Respondent has been advised in writing of any
pending investigation/Proceeding not resolved by this stipulation, exCept for criminal investigations-

(8) Payment of Discipliner7 Costs--Respondent acknowledges the provisions of Bus. & Prof. Code §§6086.10 &
6140.7. (Check one option only):

k~vjktaS~ 022 604 115
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costs added to membership fee for calendar year following effective date of o~sc=pline (public reproval)
case ineligible for costs [private reproval)
costs to be paid in equal amounts for the following membership years: 2007 & 2008
(l~arclship, spe~=al circumstances or other good ¢au,se per rule 284. Rules of Procedure1

[] costs waived in pert es set forth in a separate attachment entitled "Partial Waiver of Costs"
[] costs entirely waived

(9) The parties understand that:

(a) [] A privets reproval imposed on a respondent as a result of a stipulation approved by the Court prior to
initiation of a State Bar Court proceeding iS part of the respondent’s officials State Bar nler’nbershio
records, but is not disclosed in response to public inquiries and is not �sported on the State Bar’s web
page. The record of the proceeding in Which such a private reproval was imposed is not available to
the public except as part of the record of any subsequent proceeding in which it is introduced as
evidents of a prior record of discipline under the Rules of Proccduro of the State Bar.

(b) A private reproval Impose~ on a respondent after Initiation of a State Bar Court proceeding is part of the
resaondent’s Official State Bar membership records, is disclosed in response to public inquiries and is
reported as a record of public discipline on the State Bar’s web page,

A public reproval imposed on a respondent is publicly available as part of the respondent’S official
State Bar membership records, is disclosed in response to public inquiries and is reported as e record
of public discipline on the State Bar’s web page.

B. Aggravating Circumatances [for definition, see Standards for Attorney Sanctions for
Professional Misconduct, standard 1.2(b)]. Facts supporting aggravating circumstances
are required.

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(I) Prior record of discipline [see standard 1,2(t)]

[] State Bar Court case # of prior case

~ Date prior discipline effective

[] Rules of Professional Conduct/State Bar Act violations:

Degree of prior discipline

If Respondent has tyro or more incidents of prior 0isblpline, use space provided below or a separate
attachment entitled "Prior Discipline,

(2) [] Dishonesty; Respondent’s misconduct was surrounded by or followed by bad faith, clishonasty,
concealment, overreaChing or other violations of the State Bar Act or Rules of Professional Conduct.

(3) [3 Trust Violation: Trust funds or property were ~nvolved and ReSpondent refused or was unable to account
to t~e client or person whO wee the object of the misconduct for improper conduct toward said funds or

property.

(4) [] Harm: Respondent’s misconduct harmed significantly a client, ~e public or the ~0ministration of justice.

2
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|Oo nn| w¢l~ above ~iS line.}

{5) [] Indifference: Respondent demons}coted indifference toward rectification of Or atonement for ~e
consequences of h;s or her misconduct.

(6) [] Lack of Cooperation: Respondent displayed a lack of candor end cooperation to victims of his/her
m=scondoct or to the State Bar during disciplinary inveStigatiOn or proceedings.

(7)
I~ Multiple/Pattern of Misconduct: Reseondont’s current misconduct evidences multiple acts of wrongdoing

or demonstrates a pattern of misConOuct.

(8) O No aggravating circumstances are involved.

Additional aggravating circumstances:

C. Mitigating Circumstances [see standard 1.2(e)]. Facts supporting mitigating
circumstances are required.

(1) ~ No Prior Disc/pithS: Re~ponC~ent has no prior record of ~isciptine over many years of practice coupled

wit~ present miSCOndUCt which is not deemed serious.

(2) [] No Harm: Respondent did not harm the client or person who was the object of the misconduct.

(3) []
CandorlCoope~tlon: Respondent displayed Spontaneous ¢ando¢ and oooparotion with the victims of
his/her misconduct an0 to the State Bar during disciplinary investigation and proceedings.

(4) ~ Remorse: Respondent promptay took objective stops spontaneOuSly demonstrating remorse and
reCOgn=tion of the wrongdoing, which steps were designed to timely atone for any consequences of his/her

misconduct.

(5)
E3 Restitution: ResponOent paid $ on ’=n restitution to without the threat or force of disciplinary,

civil or criminal proceedings.

(~) ~ Delay: These disciplinary proceedings were excess=relY delayed. The delay is not attribotet)te to

Respondent and the delay preju0iced himlr, e~.

(7) []

(8) o

Good Faith: Respondent acted in good faith,

ErnotionallPbysicsl Difficulties: At the time of the stipulates act or acts of professional misconduct

Respondent suffered extreme emotional difficulties Or physical dlssbilities which expert testimoC~y would
eetabllsl~ was directly responsible for the misconduot The difficulties or d~sab’llt’ee were not the product of

any illegal conduct by the member, such as Illegal drug or substanCe abuse, end Respondent no longer

suffers from such O/if/cult/as or disabilities.

3
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(9) O Severe Financial Stress: At the time of the misconduct, Respondent suffered from severe financial stress
which resulted from c rcum.stences not reasonably foreseeable or which were beyond his/her control and

which were directly responsible for the misconduct.

(10)

(12) []

Family Problems: At the time of the misconduct, Respondent Suffered extreme aifficuifies in hiS/her

personal life which were other than emotional or physical in nature.

Good Character: Respondent’S good character iS attested to by a wide range of references in the legal

and general communities who are aware of the full extent of his/her misconduct,

Rehabilitation: Considerable time has passed since the acts of professional misconduct occurred followed

by convincing proof of Subsec!uent rehabilitation.

(13) L~ NO mitigating circumstances are involved,

Additional mitigating circumstances:

D. Discipline:

(1)

o~

£3 Private reproval (check applicable conditions0 If any, below)

(a) [] Approved by the Courl prior to initiation of the State Bar Court proceedings (no public disclosure).

(b) 13 Approved by the Cou~’t after initiation of the State Bat Court proceedings (public disclosure).

(2) ~ Public reproval (Check applicable conditions, if any, below)

E. Conditions Attached to Reproval:

(1) ]~ Respondent must comply with the conditions attached to the reproval for a period of two yearS.

(2) ~ During me condition perioO attached to the reproval. Respondent must comply with the provisions of the

State Bar Act and Rules of Professional Conduct.

(3) ~ Within ten {10) (lays of any change, Respondent must report to the Membership Records Office of the State
Bar and to the Office of Probation of the State Bar of California [.’Office of Probation"), all changes of

information, including current office address and telephone number, or other address for State Bar

purpOSes, as.prescribed by section 6002,1 of the Business and Professions Code.

(4) [] Within thirty (30) days fronl the effective date of discipline, Respon(lent must contact the Office of predation
end schedule e meeting with Resl~ondent’s assigned probation deputy to discuSS these terms and

conditions of probation. Upon the direction of the Office of probation. Respondent must meet with the
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(Do not wr~te ~lx)ve thi~ line.)
prebation deputy either in-person or by telephone. During the period of probation, ReaponOent must
promptly meet with the probation deputy as directed and upon request.

(5) ~nr Respondent must submit written quarterly reports to the Office of Probation on each January 10, Apd110.
July 10, and October 10 of the condition I:)eried attached to the reproval. Under penalty of perjury,
Respondent must state whether Respondent has complied with the State Bar Act. the Rules of Professional
Conduct. and all conditions of the reproval during the preceding calendar quarter. Respondent must also
state in each report whether there are any proceedings pending ageinsl him or her in the State Bar
and if so, the case number end current status of that proceeding. If the first report would cover less than 30
(thirty) days, that report must be submitted on the next following quarter date. end cover the extended
period.

In addition to ell auerterly reportS, a final report, containing the same information, is due no earlier than
twenty (20) days before the last day o1’ the condition period and no later then the last day of the condition
period.

(6) Respondent must be assigned e probation monitor. Respondent must promptly review the terms and
conditions of probation with tlJe probation monitor to establish a manner end schedule of compliance.
During the period of probation, Respondent must furnish such reports as may be reouested, in addition to
the quarterly repeals required to be submitted to the Office of Prol~ation. Respondent must cooperate fully
with the monitor.

(7) Subject to assertion of applicable privileges, Respondent must answer fully, promptly and truthfully any
inquiries of the Office of Probation and any probation monitor assigned under these conditions which are
directed to Respondent personally or in writing relating to whether Respondent is complying or has
complied with the conditions attached to the reproval,

Within one (1) year of the effective date of the discipline herein, Respondent must provide to the Office of
Probation satisfactory proof of attendance at a session of the Ethics School and passage of the test given
at the end of that session.

[] No Ethics School recommended¯ Reason:

(g) Respondent must comply with all conditions of prebafion imposed in the underlying criminal matter end
must so declare under penalty of perjury in conjunction with any quaderly report to be filed with the Office of
Prebatlon.

(10) Respondent must prowde proof of passage of the Multistate Professional Respons=b hty Examination
("MPRE"), administered by the National Conference of Bar Examiners, to the Office of Probation within one
year of the effective date of the ceprovet.

[] No MPRE recommended. Reason:

(11) The following conditions are attached hereto and incorporated:

Q Substance Abuse Conditions �� Law Office Management Conditions
[] Medical Conditions E3 Financial Conditions
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F. Other Conditions Negotiated by the Parties:

Respondent agrees that within 3(] days of the effective date of this reproval, he will employ at his
own exp~nse Rite De Angelis a law office managen~ent consultant, to review and evaluate his law
office management and office procedurlm, Inoluding any conflicts check procedure and
calendaring system. Respondent agrees that within 60 days of the effective date of this raproval,
he will obtain a law practice management plan from Ms. De Angalls. Respondent further agrees
that within gO days of the effective date of the reproval, Respondent will Implement the law office
management plan and procedures recommended by Ms. De &ngelis. Respondent agrees that he
will comply with the law office management plan recommended by Ms. Oe Angslts and will swear
under penalty of perJul~/in his quarterly probation reports that ha has complied with the law office
management plan, Respondent understands that failure to comply with this plan or be truthful In
his que~lerly reports may subject him to fu~lher discipline.

Attachment language (if anYl:

Respondent agrees that if any of the complaining clients or their ~epresentatives seeks mandatory fee
arbitration regarding Respondent’e fees, Respondent will agree to do so and comply with any award
resulting from the arbitration.
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ATTACHMENTTO

STIp~,ATIONREFACTS. CONCLUS[ONSOFLAW AND DISPOSITION

IN THE MA’I’TER OF: Phue Dinh Do

CASE NUMBER(S): 04-0-14105; 05-O-4173; 05-0-5002.

STATE BAR INVESTIGATIONS

!. Case No. 04-O-14105 (Aeosta & Polanco matter)

A. FACTS

In Juue 2002, Maria El~ma Polanco and Sergio Aeoata hired Respondent’s law firm, the
Law Offices of Phue Dinh Do, to negotiate and act as a mediator between them in preparing their
pre-nuptial agreement. Ms. Polanco and Mr. Aeosta were scheduled to be married on July 17,
2002. Respondent’s firm was also to draft the pranuptiaI agreement between Ms. Polanco and
Mr.Aco~ta.

By June 21, 2002, Respondent’s law firm negottated and mediated the terms of the
prenuptial agreement. Respondent’s law firm also dra~ed the pre-nuptial agreement, which
included a provision acknowledging that the Law Offices of Phue Dinh Do acted as the par~ies’
mediator.

The pre-nuptial agreement provided for certain property to remain as Mr. Aeosta’s sole
and separate property, including a home and Nit’. Aeosta’s "earnings and income from all sources
whatsoever aller the date fo marriage." On June 21, 2002, both Ms. Polanco and Mr. Acosta
signed the pro-nuptial agreement and had it notarized.

On July 17, 2002, Ms. Polanco and Mr. Acosta married.

In Janaury 2004, Mr. A costa met with Respondent regarding filing a dissolution or
marriage action against Ms. Polanco. On ~’anuary 12, 2004, Mr. Acosta hired Respondent to file
and represent him in a dissolution of marriage proceeding against Ms. Polanco. Mr. Acosta paid
Respondent $2,000 as an advance on Respondent’s the. On Januat3’ 16, 2004, Respondent filed
the petition for dissolution of marriage.

At no time prior to entering into the January 2004 fee agreement, or at any time
thoreat~er, did Respondent provide written disclosure of the eonlliet to either Ms. Polanco or Mr.

Page #
Attachment Page 1
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Acosta. At no time did Respondent obtain the informed written consent of either Ms. Polanco or
Mr. Aeosta for Respondent to represent Mr. Acosta in this matter, even though his firm had been
th~ mediator and preparer of their prenuptial agreement and even though it concerned the same
matter as the mediation. As the mediator of the pro-nuptial agreement, Respondent’s law firm
obtained confidential intbrmation from both parties and was subject to a duty of loyalty to both
pa~ies.

Respondent asserts tha¢ he was not aware that his law firm had mediated or prepared the
pro-nuptial agreement and, the0efore, was not aware of the conflict of interest in representing Mr.
Acosta in his dissolution of marriage matter Respondent asserts that he has no records of this
pro-nuptial matter and that an associate h~ndled the mediation and pro-nuptial matter without his
knowledge, or retaining a record of the matter for the law firm. Respondent acknowledges that it
was his responsibility to know that the finn had previously acted as the mediator for Ms. Polanco
and Mr. Acosta; that it was his responsibility to have records and a conflicts cheek procedure;
and that it was his responsibility to supervise his staffand the work in the of’rice.

On February 5,200~, both Ms. Polanco and Mr. A¢osta died before the dissolution of
marriage w~s completed,

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

By accepting employment as Mr. Acosta’ attorney in the dissolution ormarriage matter
and ihJling to obtain Ms. Polanco and Mr, Acosta’s informed written consent to Respondents’
representation of Mr. Acosta in the dissolution of marriage matter, Respondent accepted
employment adverse to a former client without informed written consent in a matter it] which
respondent’s law firm had obtained confidential tntbrmation material to the employment, in
vio|athm of rule 3-310(E) of the Rules of Professional Conduct.

By failing to properly supervise his staffand office and by tailing to have procedures to
ensure that he knew of the pro-nuptial matter and there was a record of the firm’s previous
representation as a mediator t~r Ms, Polanco’s and Mrl Acosta’s pro-nuptial agreement,
Respondent failed to pertbrm competently, in violation of rule 3-! l 0(a) of ~e Rules of
Professional Conduct. Likewise, by allowing the firm to accept employment as Mr, Acosta’s
attorney in the dissolution of mart/age matter without complying with the conflict rules and by
failing to have proper contli,’t check procedures in his circe, Respondent failed to perform
competently, in violation of rule 3-110(a) of the RuMs of Professional Conduct.

2. Case No. 05-O-4173 (Huan Tran matter)

FACTS

Page #
Attachment P~ge 2
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On April 2,2002, Hung He, the uncle and legal guardian ofHuan Tran, a 16 year old
student from Vicmam, hired Respondent to convert Mr. Tran’s status wilb the Immigration and
Naturalization Service (INS) so that he could remain in the United States. Mr. He paid
Respondent $500 as an advance on the fees to be paid in this matter. Respondent was to be paid
$1,000 if he obtalncd the changed status; otherwise he was to be paid $500.00. On ]unc
2002, Respondent filed an Application to Extend/Change Non-lmmigration Status to the INS on
behalf of Mr. Tran

On Iuly 20, 2002, the INS sent Respondent by U.S. mai ~,ddrcss at his law office address
a request for further information and documentation. It gave Rcspendent until October 12, 2002
to submit the additional documentation. Respondent received this request.

On August 7, 2002, Respondent submitted to the INS same of the doculnentarion
requested, but failed to submit all of the documentation requested, namely documentation
proving that Mr. Tran intended to return to Vietnam.

On October 22, 2002, the INS sent Respondent and Mr. Tran a notice of decision denying
Mr. Tran’s request tbr a status change because the "service has not received the evidence
requested and required by regulation to establish the applicant’s eligibility for the oenefit
sought." Respondent received this notice. Mr. Tran claims he had moved and did not rcccivc
the notice when sent. He later learned of the denial. Respondent did not communicate with Mr.
Tran or his family regarding the denial or ascertain what action, if any, should be taken in
regards to Mr. Tran.

In or about May 2003, Mr. Tran and his family learned of the denial. On May 12, 2003,
Mr. He came to Respondent’s offic~ to seek reconsideration oft.he denial. Respondent’s law
firm prepared a motion for reconsideration, even though the lime for reconsideration had already
expired.

On May 12, 2003, the motion Ibr reconsideratkm was sent to the INS claiming that the
lateness of the motion was due to Respendent’s law office and not to Mr. Tran. It claimed that
after Mr. Tran contacted the law firm by letter regarding the denial, Respondent’s temporary
secretary placed the letter in the file and placed the file in the closed files cabinet. It was only in
May 2003, when the law firm did an audit of its records, that the law firm discovered the INS’
decision. The May 12, 2003 motion for reconsideration was purportedly signed by Respondent,
but Respondent asserts that he did not sign or approve it. Instead, he olai ms that another lawyer
in the office instructed his secretary to sign his name. Respondent asserts that it was common
practice for the secretary to sign his name to documents,

On July 1, 2003, Respol~dcut’s law firm sent a letter to the Consulate General of the
United States asserting that he was asking the INS to reopen Mr. Tran’s matter due to the firm’s

Page #
A~achment Page 3



Sent By: Law Office of Jonathan - ~ronsj 4159571810; Aug-?’.06 15:51~ Page 11117

thilure to r~spond to the October 22, 2002 letter of the INS denying Mr. Tran a ~;hang~ in his
status, The July 1, 2003 letter was purportedly signed by Respondent, but Respondent asserts
that ho did not sign it. Instead, Respondent claims that someone in the office instructed his
secretary to sign his name.

On June 30, 20~, the motion Io reopen or reconsider Mr. Tan’s application was denied
because any motion to reopen must be filed within 30 days of the original decision. The motion
for reconsideration or reopening the matter was filed long after the 30 days had expired.

B. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

By failing to provide the r~quired documentation to the INS and by failing to file the
request for reconsideration in a timely manner, Respondent failed to perform comp~temly, in
violation ofrnle 3-110(a) or’the Rules of Professional Conduct. Likewise, by failing to
supervise his staffrcgarding the Tran matter, by allowing his secretary to sign his name to
documents, by failing to supervise his staff in their sending a letter under his name which
r~apondent claims he did not approve, Respondent failed ~o perform competently, in violation of
rule 3-110(a) of the Rules or" Protbssional Conduct.

3. Case No. 05oO-5002 (Thuy Pham & Ken Nguyen matter)

A, FACTS

On April 9, 2005, Thuy Pham & Ken Nguyen hired Respondent to represent them in
regards to a demand by Walt Fries for unpaid rent arising from a commercial lease they
previously cntered into with Mr. Fries, the owner of the prop~ty. Sometime af~er entering into
the lease, Ms. Pham and Mr. Nguyen subleased the properly to Tuan Photo, who subsequently
abandoned the premises without paying the rent. Respondent was paid $1,000 to negotiate a
settlement and resolution of the matter.

On April I 1, 2005, Respondent sent a letter to attorney Jack Benoun, Mr. Fries’ attorney,
requesting that Mr, Benoun direct all future correspondence to Respondent’s attention. It also
informed Mr. Benoun that the paralegals involved should Respondent not be available were
Shelia Nguyen and Morris Kemper. Subsequently. Respondeut failed to perlbrm the services
for which h~ was hired, including negotiating a settlementJrcsolution of this matter.

On May 6, 2005, Mr. Bcnoun wrote Respondent demanding $10,887.98 from
Respondcnt’s clients for unpaid rent. Mr. Beno~n wrote that if he heard nothing further from
Respondent he would initiate legal action against Respondent’s clicms. Respanden! received
this letter,

Page #
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Subsequently, Respondent failed to respond to Mr. Benoun or perform the servicvs fi~r
which he was hired. He failed to make an offer of settlement to Mr. Benoun.

On June 1, 2005, Mr. Benoun again wrote Respondent demanding $10,887.98 frmn
Respondent’s clients. Mr. Benoun wrote that if he heard nothing Ihrther from Respondent he
would initiate legal action against Respondent’s clients. Respondent received this letter.

Subsequently, Respondent failed to respond to Mr. Benoun or perform the services for
which he was hired. He failed to make an offer ofsettlerrmnt.

On June 25, 2005, Respondent wrote Mr. Benoun that he had contacted his ctients and he
expected a settlement offer after the fmtrth of July weekend. He never obtained Mr. Bounan’s
approval to wait until after the tburth of July weekend to make a settlement off’or. Subsequent to
July 25, 2005, Respondent failed to communicate with Mr. Benoun, make a settlement offer, or
pertbrm farther serwees.

On June 29, 2005, Mr. Benoun filed a lawsuit against Respondent’s clients, entitled Walt
Fries v. Ken Nguyen, Thuy Pham & Tuan Pham, Alameda Superior Court Case No. FG
05220454. On July 13, 2005, it was served ~m Ken Nguyen. On August 15, 2005, .it was served
on Thuy.Pham.

On August 19, 2005, Respondent wrote a letter to Mr. Benoun finally making an offer to
settle the matter tbr $6,000 ~nd requesting an extension of time to file an answer in this matter.
He never obtained Mr. Benoun’s acceptance of the settlement of~L’r or an extension of time to
file the answer. He never telephoned or otherwise eommumcated with Mr. Benoun to ensure
that he had obtained an extension of time to file the answer in Ihis matter.

On August 30, 2005, Mr. Benoun filed a request tbr entry of default in this matter. On
September 9, 2005, Thuy Pham & Ken Nguyen hired attorney John F. Bradley, Jr. to represent
them in place of Respondent. Subsequently, Mr. Bradley negotiated a settlement of the matter.

B. CONCLUSI01~IS OF LAW

By failing to perform the services for which he was hired, which included negotiating a
settlement/resolution of the clients’ matter or at least making a timely offer to resolve it, and by
failing to file an answer in a timely manner, Respondent failed to perform eompete~ttly, in
violation of rule 3-110(a) of the Rules of Professional Conduct.

By failing to refund the unearned fees in this matter, even though Respondent did not
perform serv=¢es of value to the clients, Respondent Jailed to refund unearned fees, in violation
of role 3-700(D)(2) of the Rules of Professional Conduct.

11
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SUPPORTENG AUTHORITY

Standard 2.4 (b) states: Culpability of a member ofwilfully failing to perform services in an
individual matter or matters not demonstrating a pattern or’misconduct or culpability era
member of wilfully failing to communicate with a client shall result in rcproval or suspension
depending upon the extent of the misconduct and the degree of harm to the client.

Standard 2.10 states: Culpability era member of a violation of any provision of the Business &
l~’ofessions Code not specified in these standards or era wilful violation of any Rule of
Professional Conduct shall result in reproval or suspension according to the gravity of the
offense or the harm, if any, to the victim, with dno regard to the purposes of imposing discipline
set forth in standard 1.3.

Case law for misconduct similar to Respondent’s misconduct has resulted in rcprovals to periods
of actual suspension. (See Stuart v. State Bar (1985) 40 Cal.3d 838 [30 day actual suspension
for one t~ailure to perform]; Van Sloten v. State Bar (1989) 48 Cal.3d 921 [six month suspension,
stayed tier one failure to pertbrm]; Gadda v. State Bar [six month actual suspension for failure to
pertbrm in four separate matters]; Layton v. State Bar (1990) 50 Cal.3d 889 [30 days actual
suspension tbr failing to pertbrm in a probate matter]; In the Matte~" of Respondent G (Review
Dept. 19,92) 2 Cal. State Bar Ct. Rptr. 175 [private rcproval for one instance of fifilure to
perform]

While the number of failures to perform/supervise the office and o~her misccmduct present here
would usually result in a period of actual suspension, the State Bar believes that in this case the
public will be protected by a public reproval with the additional protection created by
Respondent agreeing as a condition of his discipline to have Kits De Angclis, a law otlice
management expert, review Respondent’s office procedures and by Respondent implementing
her recommendations and procedures. Those procedures shall include, but not be limited, to
creating conflicts check procedures and a calendaring system.

This review of R.espondent’s office procedures and policies and Kespondent’s agreement to
implement Ms. De Angelis’ recommendations should prevent future misconduct similar to the
ones that occurred in the three matters in this stipulation. According to Respondent, the
misconduct in these matters was the re.~ult era failure to have proper 0ffiee procedures and
proper super’vision of his office and staff. By having Ms. De Angelis review his office
procedures and policies andby Respondent agreeing to intplemcnt the new procedures and
policies which she recommends to supervise his staff; the problems should be eliminated.
Respondent underslands that should he commit similar misconduct in the future it will be a
significant aggravating factor that he has already been disciplined once and that Ms. De
Angelis’ procedures and recommendations did not succeed in preventing misconduct~

Attachment Page 6
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PENDING PROCEEDINGS.

The disclosur~ date referred to, on pagv one, paragraph A.(7), was August 18, 2006.

Attachment Page 7
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In the Matter of
Phuc Dinh Do

Case number(s);
04-o-1410s; 0s.o. 17- ; 0s-o.soo=

A Member of the State

Law Office Management Conditions

Within Osys! month~ years of the effective date oi" the discipline herein, Respondenl
must develop a law office management/organization plan, which must be approved by the
Office of Prot~ation. This plan must inclucle procedures to {1) send periodic reports to
clients; (2) document (elephona massages received and sent; (3) maintain ~iles; (4) meet
deadlines; (5) withdraw as attorney, whether of record or not. when clients cannot be
contacted or located; (6) t~sln and supervise support personnel; end [7) address any
subject area or deficiency that caused or con~ribeteci to Respondent’s misconduct in the
current proceeding

within six (6) monks of ~e effective date of the discioline herein. Respondent must
submit to the. Office of Probation satisfactory evidence of completion of no less than 6
hours of Minimum Continuing Lega~ Educalion (MCLE) approved courses in law office
management, attorney client relations end/or general legal e~ics. This requirement is
separate from any MCLE requirement, and Respondent will ~of receive MCLE credit fo~
attending these courses (Rule 3201. Rules of Procedure of the ,~tate Bar.)

Within 30 (/aye of trm effective date of the discipline. Respondent must join the Law
Practice Management and Technology SeCtion of the State Bar of California eno pay the
oues eno costs of enrollment for two year(s). Respondent must furnish satisfactory
evidence of membership in the section to the Office of Probation of the State Bar of
California in the first report require(I,
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Phuc Dinh Do
................. Case nu,m=.be~(s):

04-0-14105, 05-04173; 05-0-5002

SIGNATURE OF THE PARTIES

By their signatures below, the parties and their counsel, as applicable, signify their agreement witl~
each of the recitations and each of the terms and conditions of this Stipulation Re Fact.
Conclusions of Law and Disposition.

Date- Deputy Trial Counsel’s Signature

Phuc Dinh Do
Print Name

Jonathan Arons
Print Name

Allen Blumanthal
Print Name

form al)proved by SBC ExecutiVe Committee 1QI16/00. ReviSe0 12/16/2004,)
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Do not wtl|e alcove this line.)
I~ the Molter of

Phuc D~uhDo

cose ndm~br(s):

04-o-[~[o5; o5--{}-~,173; os...o-5oo2

ORDER

Finding ll~e sflpulollon to be fair to the padies and that it oOequotely protects lhe public,
IT IS ORDERED that the requested dlsmlssal of counts/charges, it any, Is GRAN’fED withoul
preluOIce, ona:

The stipulotecl facts and disposition are APPROVED and the DISCIPLINE
RECOMMENDED to the Supreme Court.

The slipuloted facts and disposition ore APPROVED AS MODIFIED as set
forth 13elow, and the DISCIPLINE IS RECOMMENDED to lhe Supreme Court.

All Hearing dotes ore.vacated.

The parties ore bound by 1he slipulotlon as approved unless: 1 } o motion to withdraw or modify
the stipulollon, filed within 15 days alter service of this order, is granted: or 2] this court modifies
or further modifies lhe approved stipulation. (See rule 135[b), Rules of P~ocedure.) The
effective dale Of ll~ls disposition Is the effective Oote of the Supreme Court order
herein, normally 30 days after tile date. (See rule 953(a], California Rules o! Court.]

Date Judge of the Stole Bar Coud

($1tgulolion Iot~ of)proved by $~C Executive Comm=’tt~ 10/16/2000 Revl~ed ~J16{2004 ) ¯ Ptoballon Vlolulk~,



Do not write above lhi$ line ]
In the Matter of

Phuc Dinh Do

Case number{s]:

04-O-14105; 05-O-04173; 05-0-05002

ORDER

Finding that the stipulation protects the public and that the interests of Respondent will
be served by any conditions attached to the reproval. IT IS ORDERED that the requested
dismissal of counts/charges, if any, is GRANTED without prejudice, and:

[] The stipulated facts and disposition are APPROVED AND THE REPROVAL IMPOSED.

[] The stipulated facts and disposition are APPROVED AS MODIFIED as set forth below,
and the REPROVAL IMPOSED.

[] All Hearing dates are vacated.

1. On page 1, section (A)(3)--15 must be inserted in the blank space before the word pages.

The parties are bound by the stipulation as approved unless: I) a motion to withdraw or modify
the stipulation, filed within 15 days after service of this order, is granted; or 2} this court modifies
or luther modifies the approved stipulation. [See rule 135(b], Rules of Procedure.] Otherwise
the stipulation shall be effective 15 days after servlce of this order.

Failure to comply with any condltlons attached to thls reproval may constltute cause
for a separate proceeding for willful breach of rule I-I 10, Rules of Professlonal
Conduct.

(Form adopted by the SBC Executive Commilee [l~ev. 2/251051

Page 16
Reproval



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
[Rule 62(b), Rules Proc.; Code Civ. Proe., § 1013a(4)]

I am a Case Administrator of the State Bar Court of California. I am over the age of eighteen and
not a party to the within proceeding. Pursuant to standard court practice, in the City and County of
San Francisco, on September 27, 2006. I deposited a true copy of the following document(s):

STIPULATION RE FACTS, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND DISPOSITION
AND ORDER APPROVING

in a sealed envelope for collection and mailing on that date as follows:

[X] by first-class mail, with postage thereon fully prepaid, through the United States Postal
Service at San Francisce. California, addressed as follows:

JONATHAN IRWIN ARONS
LAW OFC JONATHAN I ARONS
101 HOWARD ST #310
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

[X] by interoffice mail through a facility regularly maintained by the State Bar of California
addressed as follows:

ALLEN BLUMENTHAL, Enforcement, San Francisco

I hereby certify that the foregoing is true and correct. Executed in San Francisco, California, on
September 27, 2006

Laine Silbe~"
Case Administrator
State Bar Court


